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REPORT OF COMMITTEE O ON REQUIRE- 
MENTS FOR THE PH.D. DEGREE* 

Your Committee has been obliged to carry forward its work 
largely by correspondence. It has never been possible to gather at 
any one point even a majority of its members. 

Upon the appointment of the Committee the chairman formu- 
lated a series of topics for consideration and sent these to the members 
of the Committee with the request that they be criticised and sup- 
plemented wherever this might be thought desirable. The replies 
to this communication were codified and the topics so determined 
have constituted the subject of subsequent correspondence and 
discussion. The report now presented represents the opinion of 
the Committee on these several issues. In many cases, as is indi- 
cated below, the Committee is unanimous; in other instances the 
view presented represents a majority judgment. 

The main points of the report were, of course, decided upon with- 
out primary regard to the conditions which may develop now that 
the war is at an end. The report is presented, however, for such 
consideration as the Association cares to give it. 

The following schedule presents the formulation of problems as 
considered by the Committee: 
A. General Standards Controlling the Degree. 

Division I 

1. The minimum time requirement for the degree; should there 

be such, and if so, at what point should it be set? 
a) Should more than a single year of residence in any 
one institution be required? 

2. The Definition of " Residence/' 

a) Should work in summer schools be recognized? 

b) On what terms should work in other institutions be 

accepted? 

c) Should work done in Government Bureaus and similar 

institutions be accepted as equivalent to University 
residence? 

d) What methods can be devised to stimulate migration 

of graduate students among different institutions? 

3. Standardization of requirements for entrance upon candi- 

dacy. Should these differ from mere admission to the 
Graduate School? 

* See record of action, page 3. Further action is anticipated at the next an- 
nual meeting. 
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4. May work done in correspondence departments of reputable 

universities be accepted, and if so, under what conditions? 

5. Should the requirements of familiarity with languages other 

than English be rigidly enforced, and if so, what languages 
should be demanded? 

Division II 

6. To what extent should the conditions for the conferring of 

the degree be subject to general faculty rules, and to what 
extent an affair of the department? 

7. May the entire work fall within the confines of one depart- 

ment, or should there be a major and at least one minor 
department substantially separate from one another, and if 
so, how shall ' 'department' ' be defined? 

8. Is the doctor's degree to be differentiated rigidly from the 

bachelor's degree as not attainable by persons of mere 
average ability who give the necessary time? 

9. The relation of the Ph.D. to other doctorates. 

a) Emphasis on high technical proficiency in distinction 

from research. 

b) The relation to the law degrees (D.C.L., J.D., and 

LL.M.). 

c) The relation of the Doctor's degree to work in the 

applied sciences, e. g., Home Economics and Farm 
Management. In this case, should the pure sciences 
most closely related be constituted a major or a 
minor field? (See A 7.) 

10. Should there be an explicit definition of the type of labora- 
tory, library and instructional equipment justifying the 
institution in undertaking to confer the doctor's degree? 
If so, what requirements are to be thus formulated? 

B. The Thesis: 

1. Should it be required that the thesis be printed, and if so, in 

full or in abbreviated form? 

a) Should the expense of publication fall wholly on the 

candidate or be borne in part by the institution? 

b) Should the form and general style of the thesis, in- 

cluding the grade of paper used, be explicitly stipu- 
lated? 

2. Should the completion and acceptance of the thesis always 

precede the final examination? 

3. May a digest or outline be required for publication in place 

of the complete thesis? 
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C. The Examination: 

1. Should more than one Department be represented on the 

examining Committee: e. g., Law on a Political Science 
Degree? (See A 7 and 9 c.) 

2. Should the examination be oral or written or both? 

3. Should there be a preliminary or qualifying examination, 

and if so, at what period in the training of the student 
should this be given? 

4. The thesis being accepted, should the final examination deal 

exclusively with the subject-matter of the thesis and prin- 
ciples of the major subject, or should it cover the expert 
capacities of the candidate over major and minor fields in 
a large way? 
Several issues not included in the above outlines have been put 
before the Committee: 

1. At the annual meeting of the Association December, 1916, 

the Committee was requested to "investigate the charge 
that in certain institutions the degree of Ph.D. is conferred 
under grossly improper conditions, and to report thereon 
at a subsequent meeting of the Association. The Com- 
mittee is authorized to create special committees of inquiry 
for carrying out the above purpose." 

2. At the suggestion of former President Wigmore, the Com- 

mittee was asked to take on the study of other advanced 
degrees, especially in law, and also was requested to con- 
sider the question of the valorization of degrees of univer- 
sities in foreign countries. 

3. The Committee was requested by one of its own members, 

Professor M. A. Rosanoff, to consider the issuance of 
veniae docendi to all those sufficiently equipped to assume 
the guidance of candidates for the higher degrees. 

With reference to (1) of these new subjects for consideration, the 
chairman was unable to get specific charges filed, except in one or 
two cases which apparently related to ephemeral correspondence 
study enterprises. The institutions concerned were not such as 
would be amenable to any discipline that the Association is in a 
position to exercise, and the evidence submitted was too unsubstan- 
tial to justify in the judgment of the chairman the expenditure of 
any considerable energy in the further pursuit of the alleged abuses. 

In connection with (2), the Committee at the meeting held in 
December, 1916, expressed itself as holding the opinion that "for 
consideration of the degrees in law and for consideration of foreign 
degrees all over the world, the Committee as at present constituted, 
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had not exactly the personnel to deal with the question; we feel that 
the best thing to do is to continue, first, the work originally assigned 
to the Committee and endeavor to decide, if possible, on the rules 
controlling our degree of Doctor of Philosophy in this country, and 
then take up the other questions suggested." Now that the war is 
at an end and Dean Wigmore's assistance is again available this 
subject should be energetically pursued. 

Point (3) was made a subject for conference at the Chicago meet- 
ing, December, 1917, but as only two members of the Committee 
were in attendance, it seemed inadvisable to attempt to reach any 
conclusions, and the members of the Committee who replied to 
written inquiries thought it inexpedient to consider the proposal. 

Reverting, therefore, to the original subjects of discussion, your 
Committee would recommend as follows: 

Under A, Division I 

1. There should be a minimum time requirement for the doc- 

tor's degree to be disregarded only in the most exceptional 
cases. Not less than three years should be thus required, 
of which at least one year should be in the institution 
granting the degree. 

2. a) Your Committee recommends that organized summer 

school work be recognized as part of the preparation for 
the Doctorate when conducted on the same plane as work 
in the regular session, and when of distinctly advanced 
character. 

b) The Committee recommends that work in other in- 

stitutions of substantially equal rank should be 
accepted at par value. 

c) The Committee believes that approval should be 

given to work done in government bureaus or similar 
institutions when a careful scrutiny of the situation 
indicates that conditions are substantially equiva- 
lent to those of properly organized university work. 
The Committee believes that such work would 
often have to be accepted at some discount, and to 
a limited extent. 

d) The Committee has expressed approval of the en- 

couragement of migration, but no satisfactory 
methods for promoting it have thus far been dis- 
covered. 

3. It is recommended that sharp distinction be made between 

admission to the Graduate School and admission to candi- 
dacy for the doctor's degree. The first should depend 
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upon the presentation of a standard bachelor's degree, or 
in the case of foreign students of some unquestionable 
equivalent. Admission to candidacy should involve in 
addition written assurance by the head of the department 
in which the candidate desires to do his major work that 
he deserves the opportunity to secure the degree. 

4. The Committee disapproves the acceptance of correspond- 

ence work as satisfying any part of the requirements for 
the doctor's degree. 

5. It is recommended that French and German should both 

be required of candidates for the doctorate, efficiency to 
be tested at least one year before the conferring of the 
degree. Other languages will often be necessary also. 

Division II 

6. The Committee is of the opinion that general faculty control 

of the standards under which the doctor's degree is con- 
ferred is desirable, but administrative detail should largely 
be left to the departments. 

7. The Committee is unable to agree upon any single formula- 

tion as to the confinement of the work of the doctorate to 
one department, but it is clear that such differences of 
opinion as exist concern solely the best methods for assur- 
ing breadth and depth of training without undue sacrifice 
of either qualification. There has been evidence of some 
distrust of the wisdom of allowing the work to fall entirely 
within the confines of one department, lest the eccentric- 
ities of one or two individuals be given too free range. 
On the other hand, it is obvious that the men actually in 
charge of the research are more likely than others to ap- 
preciate the requisites for sound training in the case of any 
particular candidate. The Committee has not found it 
practicable to frame a satisfactory definition of a "depart- 
ment." 

8. The Committee is unanimous in holding that the doctor's 

degree should be conferred only upon persons of unusual 
intellectual endowment with unequivocal capacities for 
research. 

9. The relation of the Ph.D. degree to doctorates in law has 

been postponed for later consideration, as indicated above. 
The Committee feels that the doctor's degree should always 
involve distinct proficiency in research, but are doubtful 
whether this can always be distinguished from technical 
proficiency. A majority of the Committee hold that 
wherever applied science is implicated in the work for the 
doctorate, the pure science most nearly related should also 
be definitely represented, and emphasis should particularly 
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fall upon the making of a definite contribution to knowl- 
edge in the work of the thesis. 
10. The Committee feels that at present it is impracticable to 
characterize explicitly the type of laboratory, library and 
instructional equipment justifying the attempt to confer 
the doctorate. 

B. The Thesis: 

1. There is considerable diversity of opinion in the Committee, 

only one member maintaining that the thesis should be 
printed in full, but a considerable majority would require 
the printing of a portion or an abstract. In general it may 
be said that the Committee favors the publication of at 
least so much of the thesis as would adequately represent 
the methods and results. The Committee is divided in 
its opinion regarding the requirement that the University 
should share the cost of publication with the candidate. 
The Committee also is indisposed to dictate with regard to 
format and so on, but is appreciative of the advantages of 
uniformity. 

2. The Committee is divided in its opinion regarding the sched- 

uling of the final examination before the completion of 
the thesis. The views are so diverse as to render a sum- 
mary impracticable. 

3. This point is substantially covered above under B 1. 

C. The Examination: 

1. The Committee recommends that more than one department 

should always be represented on the examining committee. 

2. In the judgment of the Committee both oral and written 

examinations should be given. 

3. The Committee recommends that there should be prelimi- 

nary examinations held at a considerable period in advance 
of the final examination as a protection both for the candi- 
date and the institution. 

4. The Committee is of the opinion that the final examination 

should cover the capacities of the candidate in the widest 
possible way, with distinct emphasis, however, upon the 
subject of the thesis. 

In the discussions and correspondence of the Committee it has 
been abundantly shown that the Committee regards the creation of 
a genuine appreciation of research work and the providing of satis- 
factory conditions for its encouragement as of vastly more con- 
sequence than any agreement upon technical requirements or 
administrative details. On the other hand, the discussions have 
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served to bring out with great distinctness the impossibility of safe- 
guarding standards under existing conditions in American institu- 
tions without explicit and unambiguous formulation of ideals. 

James R. Angell, Chairman (University of Chicago). 

George Ernest Barnett (Johns Hopkins University). 

Charles Abram Ellwood (University of Missouri). 

William Francis Magie (Princeton University). 

Martin Andre Rosanoff (University of Pittsburgh). 

Moses Stephen Slaughter (University of Wisconsin). 

Frank Thilly (Cornell University). 

Calvin Thomas (Columbia University). 

Horatio Stevens White (Harvard University). 
Members assigned to the Committee in 1917: 

Florence Bascom (Bryn Mawr College). 

John Henry Wigmore (Northwestern University Law 
School). 
December 20, 1918. 



